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INT RO DUCTION
The following pa ges were written as a review of a
pamph let by C. T. Thri ft , who sign s him se lf, "Rev. C. T.
Thrift, Pa stor of Horne Memo r ial M. E. Church, South,
Clayton, N. C." The arguments
of Mr. Thrift in hi s
pamphlet were ha r dl y strong enough to call for a reply,
but, according to the advertisements
on the back of the
tract, it wa s hi ghly commended by severa l Methodist
preachers and was referred to even as a scholarly production. Since the booklet h as been so highly commended,
it was thought it should at lea st be given some notice.
In commendation
of hi s pamphlet, Mr. Thrift quote s
from the Na sh ville Christian
Advocate the fo llowi ng:
" He ha s put mor e into it than any other writer on the
su bject, as far as we know." Whil e Mr. Thrift quotes thi s
as a commendation of hi s tract a nd while it was no doubt
ii;tended as such, still it does not say h e proved hi s propo- ·
sit ion, but that h e " put more into it than any other writer
on the su bje ct." I could say this abo ut hi s tract and still
not believe it. I kno ·w he put m ore into it than the Bible
does , and some t hin g s which I think th e Chr isti an Advo cate would not h ave . put into it. "Rev." A. D. Betts says
of th e tract: "A most thorough and schol ar ly discuss ion
of the subj ect. " Another say s of it: "It is a schola r ly
and Scriptura l addition to the literature on the subject."
I suppo se that such sta tement s as these abou t Mr. Thrift' s
pamphlet would be cons idered a jok e amo ng schol ars . Mr.
Th r ift does not even sh ow prop er res pect for a scholar if
he thinks he is in hi s way . He quotes from Th aye r' s
lexicon and mak es the following re ma rk: " We must give
up T hayer or the Bib le. I gl've up Tha yer ." I did not
kn ow it was so easy for one scholar to give up anot he r .
lt is genera lly known and free ly admitted that the great
New T estam ent lexicogra ph er , Joseph H. Tha yer, is a
scho lar, and tha t hi s Ne w T es tam ent lexicon ha s not an
, qua!, and yet the schola r ly ( ?) Mr. Thrift has given him
np. No, scholars hip is not a strong point in favor of th e
tract.
I h ave tried to deal fa irly in my rep lies to Mr . Thrift
in this booklet; and while I con sider some of hi s arguments excee din gly weak, and some of hi s int erpretation s .
of the word of God as ludi cro u s, and some of hi s treatment of the divine record as unfair, I ha ve not questioned
hi s motives or used any h arsh or ab usive language about
him. While I could not be h onest and treat t he word of
God as he ha s done in hi s pamphlet, I do not know th e
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trend of his mind or the amount of prejudice which may
have blinded his eyes. He may yet, for aught I know, be
I am not his
honest in all that he has said in his tract.
judge, but I am certain that I never could have taken the
Bible and read myself into the belief of the position that
Mr. Thrift sets forth in hi~ tract. He impresses me as a
man who already had his doctrine firmly fixed in his mind
and who went to the Bible to force it into the support of
his position.
He treats the word of God_ as a shrewd
lawyer would a dangerous witness-bend
the evidence, if
possible, to suit his side; and if not possible to do this,
then break down his evidence and throw it out of court.
I pray that I may never become so filled with error on any
sub j ect that I will be blind to reason, but especially on a
question that concerns the eternal interest of our race.
Every reader of this review should remember that the
- - question under discussion herein must be sett led, if settled aright, by the Bible. All who are concerned about
this question should go to that book with open, unprejudiced minds and read it carefully and prayerfully in order
to learn the will of God and then do it. The Bib le is
plain enough . for all to understand it if they ·go to it in
the right way. We generally get from the Bible what we
go after. If we go to the Bible with the love of the truth
in our hearts, we will get the truth; but if we go to it
with our minds made up as to what it must teach, we will
get what we go after.
The Lord direct us into the
truth .
F. B. SRYGLEY.
Nashville, Tenn., July 10, 1926.
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AREVIEW
OFSPRINKLING
FOR
BAPTISM
BY F. B. SRYGLEY
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Recently a sma ll pamphlet, by C. T. Thrift, on the
question, "Why John the Baptist sprink led the multitude
at the river Jordan," fell into my hands. While space
would hard ly a llow me to give a very extensive review of
this pamph let in a newspaper article, t he re are many
mistakes in it which are so glaring that I will point out a
few of them. I am told that this pamphlet has been
highly indorsed by a number of Methodist preachers and
is being circulated as a strong document in favor of
sprink lin g for baptism.
This is my reason for making
a few criticisms on Mr. Thrift' s tract.
Thi s pamphlet begins with an introduction in these
word s: " In the very beginning I would make clear the
position of Methodists on the sub ject of water baptism.
With us this ha s never been a cardinal doctrine.
Th e
Christian religion is not bound up in forms and ceremonies, but is a matter of the heart.
'Neither
circum cision availeth anything, nor uncircumcision, but a new
creature."
( Gal. 6: 15.) ' For he is not a Jew who is
one outwardly;
but he is a Jew who is one inwardly.'
(Rom. 2: 28, 29.) If this was true of a Jew,
how much more true is it of the Christian!
I s thy hea rt
right with God? This is of much greater importance than
the question of water baptism . 'By one Spirit are we
all baptized into one body '-that
is, into Christ.
(1 Cor.
12: 13.) All the water in the world cannot do that.
'If
any man hath not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his.'
(Rom. 8: 9.) The Master did not make water baptism the
badge of disciplesh ip . ' By this sha ll all men know that
ye are my disciples, if ye have love one to another.'
(John
13 : 35.) 'Love therefore is the fulfilling of the law.'
(Rom. 13: 10.) Methodism has ever been in harmony

wit h St . P aul when h e say s : ' For Ch rist sent me not to
baptize, bu t to preac h t h e gospe l.' (1 Cor. 1: 17.) 'l;h e
gos p el ' is t he power of God unto salvat ion to every on e
t h at be li evet h.' (Rom . 1 : 16.)"
Th e above is given as t h e posit ion of Met hodi sm. The r e
are a number of quotation s from t h e New T estament, but
severa l of t hem ar e mi sinterpreted and all are mi sapplied.
Th e gent leman sa y s of water bapti sm : " Wi t h us t h is h a s
never been a cardinal
doctr ine.''
" Cardina l " mean s
chi ef or princ ipal. Then, a ccor ding to Mr. T h r ift, bap ti sm h as neve r been a chief or pr inc ipa l doctrin e with
Met h odist s.
'Since i h ave seen h ow Mr. Thrift treats the word of
God, I am not will ing to risk him on what h a s never been
t he doctrine of Methodi st s. I wou ld p r efer to r isk Mr.
Wes ley a s to wh at th at doctrine wa s in h is day, especia ll y
since he wa s t h e founder of Met h odism. On t h e quest ion
of bapti sm Mr . We sley said : "But the gr and que st ion is,
Who are the prop er sub j ect s of bapti sm ? Grown per son s
only, or infant s al so? In or der to an swer t h is fu ll y, I
sha ll , fir st, lay down t h e gr ound s of infant bapti sm, taken
from Scriptu re , rea son, and prim it ive un iversa l pract ice,
a nd , sec ond ly , an swer th e objection s a gain st it. A s to
th e ground s of it : If infa nt s are guilty of origin al sin,
then they are pr oper subj ect s of bapti sm; seeing, in t h e
or din a ry way, the y can not be saved, unl ess thi s be was h ed
awa y by bapti sm . It ha s be en alrea dy p r oved that th i3
or igin al st a in clea ve s to ev ery ch il d of man ; and t h er eby
th ey a r e children of wr ath and li ab le to eterna l da m nation. It is true the second Adam ha s fo u nd a remedy
for th e di se a se which came upon a ll by t h e offense of t h e
fir st . But the benefit of thi s is to be rece ived t hroug h
the m ean s whi ch he hath appointed for that purpo se, and
t ,, which h e hath tied u s, though h e may not have t ied
h imself."
(Tr ea ti se on B a pti sm , in "Doctrina l T rac t s, "
page 251. )
Thi s look s to m e like in fan t bapt ism wa s a "c ard inal
doct r ine" w ith Mr . W es ley, who w a s th e founder of
/ Meth odi sm , and yet Mr. Th r ift say s, "with u s it ha s never
been a card ina l doct r ine.' ' Mr . We sley say s : "If infant s
are gui lty of or ig in a l sin , the n t h ey are pro per subje ct s of
4
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baptism; seeing, · in the ordina r y way, they cannot be
saved, unle ss this be wa shed away by bapti sm." According to Mr ( Wesley , water baptism wa shes away original
sin from the infant, and yet Mr . Thrift say s that "water
baptism ha s never been a cardinal doctrine " with th e
Methodists.
In the ca se of infant baptism, according to
Mr. Wesley, baptism alon e washes away sin; and still it
i3 not "cardinal,"
accor ding to Mr. Thrift.
It seems to
me that, according to Mr. We s~
it -is not only cardinal,
but that it is the whol e thing. Speaking about baptismal
re:generation and water salvation, if Mr. Wesley did not
lc,ach it, it cannot be taught , fo r th e simple rea son that the
infan t can neither belie ve nor rep ent.
The gentleman says: " The Christian religion is not
bound up in form s and ceremonie s, but is a matter of the
heart."
It is a matter of the heart all right; but if he
means by the fir st part of the statement that the sinner
ha s no form of doctrine that he mu st obey from the heart,
I hereby enter my denial to hi s statement.
On thi s point
he a r the apo stle: "But thank s be to God, that, whereas
ye were servants . of sin, ·y e became obedient from the
heart to that form of teachin g whe r eunto ye were
deliv ered ;. and being made free from sin, ye became servants of righteou sne ss. " (Rom. 6: 17, 18.) No one can
obey the form of teachin g unle ss it is done frnrn th e
heart ; but becau se the heart mu st be in the act of obedi ence to God is no proof that one is n ot required to obey
God. The heart is not right when one refuses to obey
him. Of cour se cir cum cision availed nothing after the
la w of circumci sion wa s aboli shed , but to sa·y that the
J ews were not r equired to cir cumci se their male children
while that law was in forc e is to· speak ag ain st the fact s.
The law of circumci sion 1·ea ds: "And the uncircum cised
male who is not circumci sed in the flesh of hi s fore skin,
that soul shall be cut off from hi s people; he hath broken
my covenant."
(Gen. 17: 14.) It is tru e that he is not
a Jew who is only a Jew out war dly ; but one had to be
a Jew inwardly a s well as outwardly to be a true Jew.
But thi s fact does not pro ve th at he had the right io disobey God or refu se to keep hi s commandments.
Neither
can one be a Chri stian and r efu se to obey God.
G
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Yes, the Common Version says: "By one Spirit are we
all baptized into one body." But if that were the correct
trans lation, then I woul'd insist that we are baptized by
the Spir it, not as an agent in acting, for the Spirit was
never the agent in acting by which any one was baptized;
but these brethren were baptized by the Spirit as an
agent in directing.
It was the Holy Spir it through Peter
wh o commanded them: "Repent
ye, and be baptized
every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ unto the
re mi ss ion of your sins."
(Acts 2: 38.) Therefore, the
Holy Spirit was the agent in directing their baptism.
But the passage under consideration as it reads in the
Revi sion is : " For in one Spirit were we all baptized into
one body." The truth is, they were all, both Jew and
Gentile, in the same Spirit-that
is, the spirit of obedience-wh en they were baptized into the one body. The
context shows that the question was the unity of the
body, made up of both Jews and Gentiles, which was the
thing under consideration, and that, therefore, it is correctly rendered "in " by the revisers.
It is true that
" all the water in th e world " cannot put one into the
body of Chri st, but God can do it, and will do so if we are
baptized in the ri ght spirit . Water does put one in t o the
body of the Methodi st Church.
Mr. Thrift h imse lf can
put them in no other way. Yes, it is true that "by t hi s
sha ll all men know that ye are my di sciple s, if ye have love
one to another," and it is also true that "hereby we kn ow
that we love the children of God, when we love God and
do hi s commandments."
(1 John 5: 2.) According to
this statement, one can know that he loves God's chi ldren
only when he loves God and keep s his commandments.
"And he commanded them to be baptized in the name of
Jesu s Chri st."
(Acts 10: 48.)
How can Mr . Thrif t
know that he loves the children of God should h e refuse
to obey the command to be baptized?
Yes, it is tru e that Paul said: " For Christ sent me not
to baptize, but to preach the gospe l." But that does not
prove that Paul had no authority to baptize, for he did
ba ptize · severa l at Corinth.
Paul's chief business was to
pr eac h t he gospel, while others did the baptizing for him.
All P a ul 's converts were baptized either by himself or
6
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Timothy or some other competent man. Any one with
ability enough to take one down int o the wa ter and bury
him in baptism could baptize, but it require d inspiration
to preach the gospel as first preached by the apostles,
a nd Paul had it. This is far fro m saying that the
penitent believer should not be baptized, especia lly sin ce
J esus said in giving the commission : " Go ye into
all the world, and preach the gospel to the whole creation. He th at believeth and is bapt ized shall be saved;
but he that disbelieveth shall be condemned. " (Mark 16:
l t , 16.) From these fac t s it appears to me th at the
bottom is out of Mr. Thrift's int roduction . I give this
mu ch a s a sample of what may be expected of the pamphlet.
DID JOHN
La st week
C. T . Thrift

THE

BAPTIS T
BAPTISM?
I called a ttention to
on "Why John the
the River Jordan."
Mr . Thrift said in

SPRINKLE

FOR

a pamphlet written
Baptist Sprinkled
I examined only a
the introduction to

by
the
few
his

Multitude at
th in gs whi ch
booklet .
He call s hi s fir st ar gument "The Teachi ng of Prophecy." Mr . Thrift begins thi s argument, or divi sion, with
t he following: " In those days came Jo hn the Baptist,
pr eaching in the wilderness of Judea.
Then
went out to him Jerusa lem, and all Judea, an d all the
r egion round about Jordan, and were baptized of him."
(Matt . 3: 1, 5, 6.) It will be noted that Mr. Th r ift claims
that he here .quotes three verses from the third chapter
of Matthe w. It is true he gave all of the first and fifth
verses, but in the sixth vers e he quotes only five words
out of ten and stops the quotat ion exactly in the middle
of the ver se and in the middle of the sentence whe re there
is not even a com:qia. That is not a nice way to treat the
word of God. The sixth ver se r ead s : "And were baptized
of him in Jordan, confe ss in g their sin s." Why did he
stop the quotat ion at "him " instead of at the end of the
sentence?
"And were bapti zed of him in Jordan, confe ssi ng their sins." -That part of the sentence that he
7
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left out tells too much for his theory.
If the gentleman
h:ad quoted the entire sentence, his readers could see that
h e had his pamphlet named wrongly.
'I;hj! name of the
pamphlet is," Why John the Baptist Sprinkled the Multitude at the Jordan River;" while that part of the sentence which he refu sed to allow his readers to see says
It was easier for him to
they were baptized" in Jordan."
cut out a part of the statement .of Holy Writ than it was
tu change the name of hi s booklet. I do not desire to be
in the position of a m an who would treat the word of God
that way.
Speaking of thi s mutilated
quotation, the gentleman
says: " Thi s baptizing cau sed many to think that he was
the Christ; so the Jews sent priests and Levites - to ask
him, ' Who art thou? ' When he said that he was not the
Christ, they a sked him thi s very significant question:
' Why baptizest thou then, if thou be not that Christ, nor
Elias, n either that prophet? ' (John 1: 25.)"
The gentleman is right in the statement that the Jews sent priests
and Levites from Jerusalem to a sk him, " Who art thou? " .
but he is guessing when he intimate s th at they were moved
to do so alone becau se he bapti zed. It is true, no doubt,
that he baptized by the authority of God, but he also did
some very plain preaching by the ~ame authority.
The
gentleman draw s thi s erroneou s conclu sion: " It follows,
then, that bapti sm w a s one of the identification marks of
all the se three."
The gentleman think s that this question meant that the
prophet Elia s, or Elijah, and Moses both baptized.
By
no mean s ; but it mean s that he r e was an act which John
wa s doing by the authorit y of God, and still he was not
Elijah or Mose s or Chri st. The Jews believed from their
prophet s that Elijah mu st come befo r e the prophet who
was like. Mose s, which wa s the Chri st. Jesus settled that
que stion with hi s disciples by showing them that John
the Bapti st wa s the Elijah that should come and restore
all things.
(Matt. 17: 9-13.)
Instead of this proving
that Elijah and Mose s baptized, it proves the opposite.
If Moses and Elijah had done a s much baptizing as Mr.
Thrift seems to think they did, it would not have surprised the Jews for John the Baptist to baptize the multi8

lude. It was a strange thing with the Jew s ; hence, they
a sked, "Why baptize st thou?"
Th e gent lem an thinks he ha s a fine point on what he
calls " mi stak en identity."
The se are his words: " Who
wa s that prophet?
It was the prophet spoken of by
Moses.
(Deut. 8 : 15, 18.)
He was to be like Mose s.
Well, Moses was preeminently
a ' spr inkler' and not an ;
imm ersion ist, according to Leviticus and Deuteronomy.
So John must h ave been sprinklin g. " Moses did do som e
spr inklin g, but h e never spr inkled for bapti sm , neither
did J ohn .
Mr. Th r ift then a sk s : " What abou t Elia s? Well, in
the contes t on Mount Carme l, Elijah did not immer se the
burnt offer in g and . wood in water, but poured the wate r
upon them . Th e return
of Elijah
is prophesied
in
Malachi.
(Mal. 3 : 14; 4: 5.) Thi s messenger was to
prepare the way of the Lord; h e was to purify the sons
of Levi.
(Mal. 3 : 3.) Th e Jews purified by sprink ling
and not by imm er sion. So John must have sprinkled, or
h e wou ld not have been mistaken for Elias ." The gen tleman is easi ly sati sfied with an argument.
The only
case that he cou ld find for Elijah bapt izin g was where he
poured so much water on the altar, on the wood and the
sacrifice, that it filled the ditc h es about the altar.
Pray,
It is not referred
wh at did that have to do with baptism?
to a s bapti sm at all, and wa s the alt ar, the sacrifice, and
the wood upon whi ch th is water wa s poured; and if that
was bapti sm, it wa s the se t h at was baptize d and not the
people. But the gentleman tries to dra w a conclusion,
If
and it is this: "So John must have been sprinkling."
it was so, it wa s not sprink ling , but it wa s pouring, and
in great quantitie s at that.
Th e gent leman may be good
at some thing s, but it is not in drawing a logical con clu sion. Becau se Elijah poured water, John the Baptist
si,r ink led for baptism ! If the gentleman 's doctrine is a s
weak as hi s logic, it will never stand alone.
Again, Mr. Thrift says: "Why did they think John was
Chri st? Because he was baptizing.
Then there must be
prophecies in 'the Old Te stament concer ning the baptismal
work of the Mess iah. If tho se prop h ecie s state the mode
of that bapti zing, it mu st be a ccepted as fin al, a s det er \)

\
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mmmg the manner of John's baptizing . I n I sa . 52 : 15
we read this prophecy of Chri st : 'So sh all he spr inkle
many nations.'
So John must have been sprinkling.''
The
tro u ble with the gentleman is that every time he sees
"sprinkle"
he thinks it means baptism, but not so.
" Sprinkle" comes from a different word altogether . The
gent leman admits that in the Revision the margin reads ,
" So shall he startle many nations," and the context would
indicate that "startle"
is the meaning of the word. Begin
reading with verse 14: " Like as many were astonished
at t h ee (his visage was so marred more than any man,
and h is form more than the sons of men), so shall he
It will be noted that
~pr inkle [or, startle] many nations.''
t he prophet speaks of many being aston ished at Christ,
also of his visage being " marred more than any man,"
which would be enough to startle the nations . Th is would
indicate that "startle"
and not "sprinkle"
is the word .
But granting tha t it is " spr inkle," how does the .gentlem an know that the prophet meant that he would baptize
many nations by sprinkling?
The gen tleman's trouble is
that every time he sees " spr inkle " he thinks it means
bapti sm; and then when he gets all h e can out of that, he
begin s to look for the word "pour.''
But I woul d remind
him that if " sprinkle" mean s bapti sm, "pour"
does not,
unle ss " sprinkle"
means "po u r," which ,it does not .
Sometimes bapti sm may mean wash, but it never means
sprinkle . The washings of the old covenant may have
typ ified baptism, but the sprinkling never did . "Having
cur h ear ts spr inkl ed from an evil conscience : and having
our body washed with pure water.''
(Heb. 10: 22 .) If
the proph et meant that Christ would sp rinkle the nations,
then thi s sprin kling is done on the heart, and therefore
could not mean bapt ism , for the act of baptism is performed on the body . He who puts spr inkling for baptism
put s baptism where the New Te stament put the effect of
th e blood of Christ . Thi s is doing exactly what I have
been falsely accused of doing-putting
water where Chris t
h as put blood. The washing in the passage may refer to
ba pt ism, but the sprinkling cannot, for it was done on t h e
If there is any doubt about how the body is
heart.
was h ed, we can learn how it was done from the B ible.

10
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With reference to th e healin g of Naaman, the record
sa ys : "And Eli sha sent a me ss enger unto him, saying, Go
and wa sh in the Jo rd an seve n times, and thy flesh shall
come again to thee, and thou shalt be clean." · (2 Kings
5: 10. ) Naaman finally decided to obey the instruction
of the prophet, and it is said: " Then went he down, and
dipped himself seven times in t he J ordan , according to
the sayin g of the man of God; and his flesh came again
like un to the flesh of a little child. " (Verse 14.) Thus
we see for one to wa sh is to dip himself in the water;
therefore, when the body is washed, it is dipped.
The gentleman further says : " If we reject the pas sage
in Isa iah, what have we left? There is the prophecy in
Ezek. 36: 35 : ' Th en will I sprinkle clean water upon you,
a nd ye shall be clean .' This undoubtedly refers to the
t im e of Christ.''
It undoubtedly refer s to no suc h thing.
Thi s proph ecy was made wh ile the children of I srael were
in Babylon, and it was fulfilled on their return to their
own land. The context show s this . Begin read ing with
verse 23: "And I will sanctify my great name, which w as
profaned among the heathen, whic h ye ha ve profaned in
th e midst of them; and the heathen .shall know that I
am the Lord, sa ith the Lord God, when I shall be sanct ified in you before their eyes . For I will take you from
among the h eat hen, and gat h er you out of all countries,
and will br in g you int o your own land . Then will 1
sp rinkl e clean water upon you, and ye sha ll be clean :
from all your filthi ness, and from all your idols, will I
cleans e you.''
(Ezek . 36: 23-25 .) It is a broad assertion
an d aga in st the facts to say, " This undoubtedly re:f;ers to
the tim e of Christ."
But if it does refer to the time of
Chr ist i there is nothin g in the passage that even remotely
intimat es that the sprinkling of the passage is baptism.
Th is is purely an assumption, and it is agains t all of the
facts. I do not believe that the gen tleman know s what
" clean wa ter" as here u sed is. A receipt for the making of thi s "clean water ," or water of cleansing , can be
fo und in the nin et eenth chapter of Numbers.
"And a
man t hat is clea n sha ll gather up the as hes of the heifer,
and lay the m up without the camp in a clean place; and
it sha ll be kept for the congregation of the children of
]1
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1srael for a water of separation: it is a purification for
:cin." (Ver se 9.) The ashe s of the heife r were spr inkled
in water, and thi s weak lye was kept as the water of
clean sing, or "clean water."
I here and now assert that
the old law commanded no one to sprinkle unmixed water
in clea nsing from sin. Thi s water of cleansing wa s
sprinkled.
"And the clean person sh all spr inkle upon the
unc lean on the thi r d day, and on the sevent h day: and
on the seve nth day he shall pu r ify him self, and wash hi s
clothes, and bathe him self in water, and shall be clean at
even."
(Verse 19.) The gentleman ca nnot see this, because he is only look ing for sprinkling, when, as a matter
of fact, it is never used as bapti sm or to typify it .
• L may notice a few ot her thin gs in Mr. Thri f t' s pam,.
phlet later.
I S SPRINKL ING BAPTISM?

•I

Cont inui ng the exam ination of C. T . Thri ft's pamphlet, "Why Joh n the Baptist Spr inkled the Multitude s
at the Riv er Jordan, " I wish to make a few remarks to
make clea r the issue. Mr. Thri ft talk s much abo ut the
mode of bapti sm; but I would remin d him of the .fact that
th ere is no controversy over the mod e of baptism, but it
is over the act of baptism.
" Mode " means "manner."
Th erefore, the mode o-f bapti sm is simply th e m anner of
bapti sm; and I supp ose tha t he and I would agree that
the best mann er is the right mode. God h as not legi slated on the subject of the manner of baptizing, but on
baptism it self. If sprink lin g is a mode or manner of
bapti zin g , and pouring is a mode of bapti sm, and immersion is a mode , then what is ba pti sm, of which spr inkling,
pourin g, and imme rsion are only mode s? Sprinkling is
not a mode or manner of pourini, ne ither is immersion
a mode of sprinklin g . If spr inklin g is baptism, pouring
is not, unle ss spr inkling is pouring, which it is not.
Wh en Chri st commanded the apost les to baptize the i
nations, he command ed them to perform an act which wa s
definite and whi ch they could an d did understand.
Resum in g the r ev iew of Mr. Thrift' s pamphlet, I quote
fr om him th e fo llowing: "This argu ment from prophecy
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is so far-reach in g and conclusive that I will restate 1it in
anot her form. .John Smit h was comin g down the st reet,
when Sheriff Brown, who had never seen him before,
~topped up to him and said: 'Joshua Jones, cons id er
yourse lf und er arre st.' Smit h rep lied: 'I am not Joshua
Jone s. What made you think so'! ' The sher iff replied:
'I have orders to look out for Joshua Jones, who wa s
coming thi s way on a spotted h orse.' How wa s Smith
traveling?"
Mr. Thrift would prove from this illu stration that sin ce, as he believes, the prophet sa id of Christ,
" So sh all he sp rinkle many nations," and since some
thought that J ohn the Baptist was Chri st, therefore
Christ baptized by sprinkling . The weakness in this argument is that th e prophet did not say, " So shall Christ
bap tize by sprink lin g. " Th e proph et in the pa ssage under
cons iderat ion said nothing abo ut Christ's baptizing . This
is assuming the controversy.
Christ never u sed the word
"spr ink le ," or "rantizo," to descr ibe bapti sm; but he usfd
tl,e word "bapt izo," or baptize, which is a different word
altoge the r. Chri st with hi s own hand s baptized no one;
J ohn did. Th erefore, it was not said to the sheriff that
Jo shua J ones sho uld come riding a "spotted hor se," but
he was to be dri ving a spot ted cow, an d because John
Sm ith was r iding a spotted ho rse the sheriff thought that
he was Joshua Jon es . A sheriff that int erprets lik e a
Methodist preache~ arrests the wrong man .
Th e gent leman then asks the question, " How was
Chr ist baptized? " In hi s answer to thi s question Mr.
Thrift says of Chr ist: "He was to be a prie st like his
breth ren an d above them.''
Well, what of it? On the
question of the priesthood of Ch r ist, Mr. Thrift says :
"Like hi s br ethren, h e was consecra ted to the priesthood
a t thi r ty years old, by sprinkl ing wate r upon him . (Luke
3 : 21; Num . 8 : 7.)" The re is not one word in either of
these passages about Chri st's being made priest . Luke
3 : 21 sta tes that Je sus was baptized, but it does not say
tha t he entered the prie sthood by th e act of baptism.
If
Mr. Th r ift were fam ili ar w ith the teaching of the New
Testament on the quest ion of the priesthood of Christ, he
wou ld know that he wa s not made a priest in Jordan or
on the bank of th e Jord an . He was not priest while on
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the earth.
On this point hear the apostle: " For if he
were on earth, he should not be a priest, seeing that there
are prie sts that offer gifts according to the law."
(Heb.
8: 4.) He could not have been a priest until the old law
was abolished.
" F or the prie sthood being changed, there
is made of ne cessi t y a chan ge also of the law . For he
of whom these thi ngs ar e spok en pe r tain eth to another
tribe, of which no man gave attendance at the altar. For
it is evident that our Lord sprang out of Judah; of which
tribe Moses spoke nothing conce rn ing prie sthood."
(Heb.
7: 12-14.) The law was aboli shed at the death of Christ,
and so the pr iesthood could not have changed till after his
death. He was not m ade a prie st by baptism, but by the
oath of God. " For the Jaw maketh men hi gh priests
which have infirmity; but the word of the oath, which
was since the law, maketh the Son, who is consecrated
foi;evermore."
(Verse 28.) "For
those priests were
made without an oath; but this with an oath."
(Verse
21.) Chri st never wa s prie st till he sat down upon his
throne at the ri ght hand of God. " Even he shall build
the temple of the Lord; and he shall bear the glory, and
shali sit and rule upon hi s throne; and he shall be a priest
upon h is th r on e; and the coun sel of pe ace shall be between
tJiem both."
(Zech. 6: 13.) The on e who says that
Cpri st was bapti zed into hi s prie stly office simply talks ·
like a par r ot an d n ot like the word of God.
Mr. Thrift mak es thi s bold assertion: " Sprinkling and
pouring con stitute Bibl e bap ti sm." Well , if they do, one
would have to do both to be baptiz ed. If sprinkling is
bapti sm, pouring is not ; if pouri 11g is bapti sm, sprinkling
is not; if sprinklin g an d pouring is bapti sm, neither is
bapti sm without the oth er .
Mr . Thrift st at es one of h is position s on bapti sm in
t hese words: "S prin kl ing and pou ri ng cons titut e B ible
bap ti,sm ." It will be n ote d tha t h e does n ot say sprinkling or pou r in g con st it utes Bible b apti sm, _J mt "spri11k ling and pou r ing. " If spr ink ling and pourin g co11stitute
Bible bapti sm , th en spr ink ling alon e would not constitute
it; neither would pouri ng alone, but it would take both
to do it. Baptism is an act; so is " sprinkle," and so is
"pour."
How the act of baptism can be performed by
14
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either of two thing s that differ as much as "sprinkle"
and " pour " is more than I can see. " Sprinkle " means
to scatter in drops, wh ile "pour" means to send out in a
stream. If one is the act of baptism, the other is not.
As a description of baptism in the Old Testament, Mr.
Thrift makes t he following quotation:
"'And
Moses
st retc hed out his hand over the sea; and the Lord caused
the sea to go back by a strong east wind all that night,
and made the sea dry land, and the wa ters were divided .
And the children of Israel went into the midst of the sea
upon the dry ground: and the waters were a wall unto
them on their right hand, and on their left.'
(Ex. 14:
21, 22.) Here is what the psalmi st says about the same
affa ir (Ps. 77: 16, 17) : 'The waters saw thee, 0 God,
the waters saw th ee ; they were afraid: the depths a lso
were troubled.
The clouds poured out water: the skies
sent out a sound.' 'Moreover, brethren, I would not that
ye sho uld be ignorant, how that all our fathers were
b~ptized unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea.'
(1 Cor. 10: 1, 2.)"
Mr. Thrift says: " Here is what the Psalmist says about
the same affair.''
I do- not believe that the Psalmist was
talk ing abo ut "the sa me affair.''
The quotation from
Exodus sa)'S: " The child ren of Israel went into the m idst
of the sea upon the dry ground.' ' If it were "the same
affa ir," as the gen tl eman says , how could the ground have
been dry, when the clouds were pour ing out water?
May
it not be true tha t the clouds poured out water just before
or immediate ly after they crossed the sea? As a matter
of fact, it could not h ave been the cloud in which they
were baptized that poured out water, for the rea son that
that cloud was not a ra in cloud, but a cloud of fire. "And
·the Lord went before them by day in a pillar of a cloud,
to lead them the way; and by ni gh t in a pillar of fire, to
give them light; to go by day and night.''
(Ex. 13 : .21.)
Since the children of Israel crossed the sea at night, it
was, therefore, · a cloud of fire . "And the angel of God,
whi ch went before the camp of Israe l, re moved and went
beh in d them; and the pillar of the clou d went from before
their face , and stood behind them: and it came between
the camp of the Egyptia ns and the camp of Israel; and it
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was a cloud and darknes s to them, but 1t gave light by
night to the se : so that the one came not near the other
all th e night."
(Ex. 14: 19, 20. ) Let it be noted that
Paul says, in speakin g of the pa ss age of the sea, "And
were all baptized unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea."
This wa s not wat e1· baptism at all, but it was a cloud-andsca baptism.
It was a type of baptism, but it was "in
the cloud and in the sea ." The water of the sea, being
congealed, stood a wall upon either side of them as they
crossed the sea. David said of the passage of the sea:
" Egypt was glad when they departed: for the fear of
ihem fell upon them. He spread a cloud for a covering;
and fire to give light in the night."
(Ps. 105: 38, 39.)
Thus in their bapti sm they were covered up in the cloud
and in the sea. They were buried in the cloud and sea;
and since it was a cloud-and -sea baptism, it was a burial.
This agrees with the apo stle' s definition of baptism:
"Buried with him by ba pti sm into death."
(Rom. 6: 4.)
The Bible is so plain on t h e subject'--of baptism that there
is no excu se for any one's mi sun der standing it.
I hope to examine a few other thing s in Mr . Thrift's
pamphlet in the near future .

IS BAPTISM

POURING ?

After Mr. Th rift had tried by several things to prove
that bapti sm is sP1·inkl in g , he then unde r take s to prove
that it is pouri ng . He makes no explanation for his
change from spr inklin g to pourin g, though the two are
very differ ent ; and if it is the one, it cannot be the other.
He quotes Joel: "And it shall come to pa ss afterwards,
that I [the Lord] will pour out my spirit upon all flesh."
With him, that is enoug h to prove that baptism is pouring , though the prophet did not say so. He also quotes
from Acts 1: 5: " Ye shall be bap tized with the Holy
Ghost not many days '.henc e." The gentleman as sumes
that the pou r ing is the bapti sm, t hou gh neither pa ssa ge
says so; but it mu st be so, to fit Mr. Thrift's theology.
Any one ought to be able to see that if the pouring was
the · baptism, then the Holy Spirit was baptized, and not
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the apostles, for the Holy Spirit was poured. The pouring was not the bapti s m, but it was preparatory
to it.
The pouring took place before the baptism.
To show
what took place at the time the Savior's prediction w11s
fulfilled, Mr. Thrift correctly quotes these words: "And
there appeared unto them cloven tongues like as of fire,
ar,d it sat upon each of them. And they were all filled
with the Holy Ghost." Thi s he quotes to show what the
baptism of the Holy Spirit was, and he is correct here;
l>ut this was not the pouring, but it followed the pouring.
Therefore, I am right in saying that the pouring was not
Lhe baptism, but it was preparatory
to it. It was the
spirits of the apostles that were baptized with the Holy
Spirit, and not their bodies. If, then, they were filled
with the Holy Spirit , their spirits must have been completely submerged in the Holy Spirit, and therefore baptism is a covering up, or a burial, and not sprinkling or
pc,uring.
Under the heading, "Some Additional Light," our friend
perpetrates the following strange and ludicrous interpret..:tion of a well-known passage: " Christ asked the multitude concerning John, 'What went ye out into the wilderness to see? A reed shaken with the wind°?' Was it by
chance that Jesus used this figure of speech? If John had
been immersing, it would have had no special significance.
But according to prophecy, John was sprinkling, and the
figure of the wind shaking the reed becomes quite lumil 11ous. John
is baptizing the multitude who flocked to
1 him. He takes a hyssop branch and dips it in _water and
sprinkles the people.
When they draw near , they
ar e unable to see John, who is down at the water's edge,
for the multitude.
All they can see to indicate ' where
John is, is the waving_ of the hy ssop branch, which looks
like a reed shaken with the wind." This is purely imaginary; and yet he says, with thi s imaginary interpretation,
the passage becomes " luminou s." If the gentleman cannot prove sprinkling by inference, he certainly will be
able to do so by his imagination, because he has a brilliant imagination.
What was Jesus teaching by " the
reed shaken with the wind?"
Nothing, according to Mr.
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Th r ift' s · im ag inati on , but spr ink ling for baptism, though
that ques ti on was not un der co_ns ideration at all.
What about th e next quest ion Jesus asked concerning
John: "But w h at went ye out for to see? A man clothed
in soft r a iment ? behold, they that wear sof t raiment are
in king s' hou ses." I wonder what this verse teaches ~ bout
John' s sprinklin g t he mul ti t ude . I suppose, as they could
not see John, th ey imag ine d he h ad on soft clothing. Th is
interpretation
would be amusing if it were not such a
SP.rious question.
Ad a m Clar ke, a Methodist commentator , say s of th e p assage : "A reed shaken with the wind .
An emblem of an irr esolute, u nst eady mind ."
Mr. Thrift the n tri es to pr ove his erroneous doctrine by
pictur es which sh ow John pourin g water on Christ's head .
But if hi s life depen ded upon it h e could not prove tha t
the ma n wh o made th e picture saw J ohn baptize Christ.
He should prove his practice by the Bible, and not by a
pictur e whi ch some one made sometime, somewhere, with
no more act u al k nowledge of t he facts than Mr. Thrift.
Ag ai n , he says : "Wh en Christ wa s baptized, the Holy
Spirit descen ded ili a bod ily shape like a dove upon him ."
Wel l. what does that prove as t o how he ·was baptized?
Nothin g whatever .
Mr. Thrif t does not think John could have baptized so
many unless h e did it with a bunc h of hyssop-by
wholesal e, so t o speak. But Method ist preachers do not baptize th em tha t way now . Th ey ma k e converts now at the
mourne rs ' benc h , an d it sometimes takes several days to
" get one thr ough. "
But th e gen tl eman says: "The Christian religion does
not imp ose onerous rites and burdensome ceremonies. "
In thi s he is t r yi ng t o prove that the Christian relig ion
does not impo se a "burial in baptism"
on people; bu t
this is not near so " onerous " as the Methodist sys t em of
getting reli g ion at the mourners' bench . The gentleman
think s that bapt ism cannot be a burial, because some
preac h ers put off bapt ism till summer time: Those preac h er s who do th is are , no doubt, like Mr. Thrift in one par18
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ticular-they
do not believe that baptism has anything to
do with one's salva t ion. If I were like them, I would put
it off, not only till summ er tim e, but forever . What good
does it do t o bapti ze any one, if one is saved without it?
The gentlem an th en undertak es to examine the cases
of baptism in th e New Testament.
Of the ca se of the
eunuch he says: " The ' going down into the water ' and
the ' coming up from the water ' proves nothing here, as
it proves nothing anywhere else1 as to the mode of baptism; for both Philip and the eunuch went down into the
water, and they both came up out of it. So if that pertained to their bapti sm, then they both were baptized ."
That is not a wise statement by any means. Going down
into the water did p er t ai n to the baptism, but no one
believes that this act was the baptism . Going down into
the water was before the bapti sm, and coming up out of
the w ate r was after the bapti sm . If I should say that
th e sheriff and the pri soner both went to the gallows, and
he han ge d him, would that pr ove that bot h of them were
hanged?
Going to the gallow s wa s n ot the h anging, but
it evid ent ly pertained to it. If Philip immersed the
eunu ch, it wa s nece ssary that they both go down into the
wat er; but if he sprinkl ed him, it was not necessary for
either to go down into the water . But th e gentleman
says that the bapti sm occurred in the - desert. I deny that
statement . True , the an gel of the Lord sa id to Philip:
"Ari se, and go toward the south unto the way that goe th
down from Jerusalem unto Gaza, wh ich is dese1-t." But
it was Gaza which wa s desert.
" Desert" here means
deserted. Old Gaza was desert, or deserted, and the new
Ga za had been -built, but the old Gaza road was still there.
If Mr. Thrif t would u se hi s judgment more and his
imagination Jess, he would k now that there are four
str eam s that cro ss that road and flow int o the Mediterranean Sea. Any good Biblical map will show t his fact.
Yet Mr. Thrift would tr y to make us believe that the
country was a desert without water or vegetat ion. Too
many travelers from this country have passed that way
19
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within th e la st half centur y fo r any Methodi st p re ache r
to mak e any intelligent man believe th ere is no strea m 011
that road . But if I myse lf were to stan d a t th e very pla ce
where Philip bi,ptized th e eunu ch a nd could see no wate r
there, I would know th a t some ch ange h a d t ak en plac e
since this baptism occurred; fo r on that day th e eunuch
said: " See, here is water."
It wa s not only wat er that
could be seen , but the re w a s a sufficient quantity for two
men to get into it ; for the Bible say s that "both Philip
and the eunuch" "w ent dowri into th e wat er ." But Mr.
Thrift can see spr inkling in th e im ag in a1·y w av in g of a
hy ssop branch, when there is not on e word said about it,
aud yet he can see nothing that even pe r t ains t o baptism
in the fact that both Philip and the eunuch went down
into the water, and - he baptized him. I am unable to see
how any man can be so full of prejudi ce.
Paul could not ha ve been imme rse d, accordin g to Mr.
Thrift, for he say s: " The natural supposition is, the
whole transaction took pla ce in the hou se of Juda s." If he
was sprinkled, why did Anania s say, "Ari se, and be baptized, and wa sh away thy sins , calling on the n ame of
the Lord ? " Anania s could ha ve sprinkled him a s well
or better sitting than he could standing; but if he wa s
immer sed, it was necess ary for him to a r ise and go to
where he could be baptized.
But Paul t ells how he was
baptized: "Know ye not, that so m any of u s a s were
ba ptized into Je sus Chri st were bapt ized into his death?
Therefo r e we are buried with him by bapti sm into death."
(Rom. 6: 3, 4.) How wer e you bapti zed, Paul?
"W e
were buried with him by bapti sm." But Mr. Thrift can see
nothin g in thi s, becau se it does not suit hi s the ory .
St r an ge th a t people will delud e them selves and othe rs by
such fal se re aso nin g. "
A STRIKING

..

COMPARISON .

Under the above caption , Mr. Thrift in his pamphlet
compares " the record of Pentecost" with the prophecy of
Ezekiel. He quotes Ezek. 36: 24 : " For I will take you
from among the heathen , and gath er you out of all coun-
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t r ies, and will bring you into your own land." Mr. Thrift
thinks he finds the fulfillment of this prophecy on the day
of Pentecost becau se it was said of that day that "there
were dwelling at Jerusalem Jews, devout men, out of every
nation under heaven." This prophecy was made while the
Jews wer e in captivity, and it refers to their return to
their own land at the end of the seventy years of captivity. Mr. Thrift would be able to see this were it not for
the fact "that the prophecy of Ezekiel has sprinkling in it,
and he im t1-gin es this sprinkling refers to bapti sm, though
th er e is nd'thing in the te xt to indicate it. But it must be
so, becau se Mr. Thrift is bound to prove that sprinkling
is bapti sm. He then quotes again from Ezekiel: " Then
will I sprinkle clean water upon you, and ye shall be
clean ." He is sure this refers to the baptism of the three
thou sand on the day of Pentecost.
I have already shown
th at " clean wat er" wa s the water of cleansing that the
la w of Moses r equired . . Mr. Thrift teaches that bapti§m
has nothin g to do with clean sin g from sin; yet, according
to thi s prophe cy, whi ch he say s wa s fulfilled in. the bapt ism of thr ee thou sand, th e sprinkling was in order to
t heir cleans in g. Thu s, in t r ying to prove that sprinkling
i,, bapti sm, he ha s proved th at it is in order to the remis sion of sin s. But what does that matter with an ordinary
Meth odi st preac he r? He will break his neck on one point
tc, get ar ound another.
It will al so be noted that following thi s spr inklin g the prophet said: "A new heart also
will I give you. " But the Methodist s have the new heart
before t hey are sprinkl ed, except in the ca se of the infant,
an d t hen fa ith , r epent ance , pray er, conversion, and all
fo llow t he ba pti sm . The Methodi sts have two systems of
sa lva ti on, on e fo r th e infant and the other for the adult.
In t he case of th e sal vatio n of an adult, a ccording to
Met hodi sm, one mu st believe, repent, pray, and be pardon ed before bapti sm ; but when they come to the infant,
th ey h av e to move thei r wat erwork s and allow the baptism
to come fir st. Thu s th ey ha ve two systems of salvation ,
one for the father and mother and the other for the infant.
It w ill also be not ed th at afte r the Jew s were sprinkled
wi th th e cle an wat er th e pr ophet sa id: "I will put my spirit
wit hi n you." Does thi s sound like Methodism?
But he
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must have sprinkling if he has to break his theological _
neck in order to get it. No, beloved, this sprinkling was
for the Jews, and could only refer to the Christian dispensation as a type of the blood of Christ.
The gentleman does not think that the Philippian jailer
could have been immersed, because one would have to suppose that they went to the river or that they had a bathtub or so~ething else i~ which to immerse. I do not think
a Methodist preacher should object , to a little supposition,
when his entire theory of infant baptism and sprinkling
for baptism is based upon supposition.
Does' he not suppose that when the prophet said, " So shall he sprinkle
many nations," that he meant that he would baptize many
nations by sprinkling?
Is it not a supposition that when
Ezekiel said, " Then will I sprinkle clean water upon you,"
that he meant baptism? Was he not supposing that John
was using a hyssop branch near the Jordan when he was
baptizing?
Was he not supposing th .at the multitude
could n?t see John, but could only see the hyssop branch
waving, and thought it was " a reed shaken with the
wind? " He is the last man that ought to object to a
little supposing, for t.his is about all he has done 1n his
pamphlet. Look at 'the facts as stated by the divine historian without any supposition.
When the earthquake came,
the apostl ~s were in the inner prison, and the record says:
"Then he [the jailer] called for a light, and sprang in,
and came trembling, and fell down before Paul arid Silas,
and brought them out, and said, Sirs, what must I do to
be saved?"
(Acts 16: 29, 30.) I_t will be admitted that
he brought them out of the inner prison into the outer
priso ri, where the preaching was done. There is no supposition about that fact. After the apostles had spoken
unto them the word of the Lorq, the record says: "And
he took them · the same hour . of the night, and washed
their stripes; and was baptized, he and all his, straightway." There is, therefore, no supposition about the fact
that "he took them " from the place where the preaching
was done to the place where the jailer was baptized, because the record says he did. It is not merely a supposition that he took them to where there was · water, for -the
record say s, " and washed their stripes," which means he
22
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liathed their lacerated backs, a thing which he could not
have done without water . These are facts stated by the
divi ne record withou t any suppo sition.
Th e gentlema n then tries his hand on the case of Lydia.
He asks the ques tion , "Where did t he bapti sm take place?"
He admits th e pla ce of prayer was by the river side, but
hE: says no one can affirm that the bapt ism .~as there. I
think a man could affirm that the baptism was near there.
The place of prayer was by the rivers ide, but th e place
where Lydia and he r hou sehold were bap ti zed was in the
river near the r iver side . Th e gen ~leman makes the followin g wise (?) remark: " If Lydia was immersed, it was
either with h er clothes on or naked."
That statement is
neither wise no r nice, and it was no doubt written because
it was not nice. Thi s is an ind ecen t sugges tion, and it
wa s made in order to cast a reflec tion upon a command of
God. "The imp oten t man answered and sa id, Sir, I have
no man, when t h e water is troubled , to put me into the
pool." I could say th e same thin g about this man. He
was expect ing to be put into the pool with his " clothes
on or naked;" but it never occurred to me th at the poor
fellow was lyin g there naked rea dy for some man to put
him into the pool; but th ere is as much reason for that
st atemen t as there is for the other . I almost lose confidence in some people 's since r ity ·when I see them trying to
defend error.
On the baptism of Cornelius and hi s hou sehold, the gentl eman says : " They were gat he red ~oge ther in the house
of Corne liu s. What ever took place occurred there, as far
a,; we know. Pet er said: ' Can any man forbid water,
- that these should not be baptized, which have received
the Holy Ghost as well as we?'
(As alway s, the Holy
Gho st fell on them.)"
Thi s parenthet ic statement made
by Mr. Thrift is a supposition of hi s, and it is also against
the facts. If that be so, why did Peter say, "As I began
t0 speak , the H oly Ghost fe ll on th em, as on u~ at the
beginnin g ?"
(Acts 11: 15.) Why did not Mr. Thrift
spea k like Peter in stead of contradict in g him? But Mr.
Th r ift adds: "If la nguage ha s any meaning, this means
that water was to be brought to them, and not that they
shou ld be canied to the water:"
Speaking abo ut suppo2::l

/

s iti on, what is that but suppo sition ? If the tanner shou ld
say, " Can any man forbid ooze, that this leather should
not be tanned"
would that prove that the ooze must
be brought to the leather, or that there was no meaning
in language?
Mr. Thrift is very vehement, but exceedingly weak, in · his statements.
He vehemently as serts
t h at "there were no facilities in Jeru salem for immer sion, except in the re servoirs of water used for drinking
and cooking." A man who would make such a statement
l'l~ that has more courage than information.
Why not get
up another suppo sition again st the fact s and suppose that
that wa s the rea son no one would put the impotent man
into the pool of Bethe sda, as it might pollute the water
which they u sed for drinking water?
He talks about immer sioni sts cir culatin g things in out-of -the-way places,
rural mill di strict s," et c. He had better stay in some
dark corner of the earth if he expect s people to believe
that there were no _pools or bathin g place s about Jeru salem
except the re ser voirs that wer e u sed for drinking water.
Mr. Thrift 's statement about the pool s of Jeru salem is
contradi ct ed by all intelli gent people who know the fact s.

" THE PURPOSE

OF BAPTISM ."

Und er th e above caption Mr . Thrift conducts quite a
len gt hy argument with the apo stle Paul on "Baptism is a
Burial," Paul affirmin g and C. T . Thrift denying. Mr.
Thrift begin s hi s ne gati ve with the following statement :
" But the imm ers ioni st says that bapti sm represents a
' burial and r esurre cti on ,' and the r efo r e immersion is the
only b a pti sm ." Mr. Th r ift in th e first par t of that state ment mi sr epr ese nts hi s oppone nt, a s P aul does not say
that bapti sm r epr esents a burial, but he say s it is a burial.
"Buried with him in bapti sm, wherein also ye are risen
with him through the faith of the operation of God, who
hath rai sed him from the dead."
(Col. 2: 12.) It is
wrong for Mr . Thrift to misrepresent hi s opponent.
He
repre sent s P a ul correctl y wh en he say s "immersion is the
only bapti sm ," fo r P aul sa id " one Lord, one faith, one
bapti sm ." If imm ers ion is ba pti sm, sprinkling and pour -
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ir.g are not, for there is but one. Remember, we are not
talking about the mode of baptism, but the act of baptism, and that act is a burial. " Buried with him in
baptism."
(Paul.)
But Mr. Thrift argues with Brother Paul in these
words: " Prophecy is dead against him." No, there is no
prophecy against baptism being a burial; because, if there
had been, Paul never would have said, "Buried with him
in baptism."
Mr. Thrift becomes very generous with his opponent in
these words: " But we will allow the idea standing room,
so that we may get a chance to try it out at the bar of
reason and see if it has any legs to stand upon." It is
very considerate to give Paul's affirmation one chance to
see if his position " has any legs." Baptism as a burial
does not stand on legs; it stands on the authority of the
inspiration of the apostle who said it was.
Again, he asks: " Whose burial and resurrection does
baptism represent?"
Since he is debating with Paul, I
will allow Paul to answer the question: " Therefore we
are buried with him by baptism into death: that like as
Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory of the
Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life."
(Rom. 6: 4.) If the apostle does not answer the gentleman's question, I am unable to see how it could be done.
Mr. Thrift says there are two theories-one
that baptism
represents Christ's burial and resurrection, and the other
that of the burial and resurrection of the believer-and
that " we will examine each in turn.' · I protest against
Mr. Thrift's bringing in any other opponent. Let him
stay with the apostle; and if he succeeds in overthrowing
his arguments on this question, we have nothing further
to say. He says: "When we come to examine baptism
a<;;emblematic of Christ's burittl and resurrection, we are
met on the threshhold with no ' ipse dixit ' of our Lord.
He never said be baptized as a memorial or as an emhlem
ot my 'burial and resurrection.'"
Now, Brother Paul, I
' guess that gives you a setback. The Lord never said it,
and therefore you had no right to say it--" buried with
him in baptism.''
In other words, Paul had no right to
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say anyth ing, even by the autho r it y of the Ho ly Sp irit,
exce pt in the word s which it is recorded t he Lord used.
Mr . Th r ift a sks the questi on : " W ould the ha sty plung ing of the conver t int o water sugg est burial to an
Or ien t a l ? " Wh y so "h asty, " and why "plunge " into
the wa t er? I see nothi ng like th at in the ca se of Philip
and t he eunu ch a s th ey " went down bot h into the water,
bot h Ph ilip and the eunuch ; an d he baptizeq him." A
decent man will a ssfat one decent ly in obeying a command
of God. Again . •,e a sks : " Would t h e dilap idated appearance of th e conver t a s h e rises from the so-called ' liqu id
grave' ever sugg est to any on e th e glorious resun'ection
of ou r Lord? I jud ge no t, to a man who is a s full of
pre judi ce aga inst thi s comm a nd as Mr. Th rift. Why say
" dil a pid ated app eara nce?"
Th ere is nothing dilapidated
abo ut it when decently done, any m or e t h an the resu r re cted L azaru s was dilapid at ed when Jesus said: "Loose
him , and let him go." No, Mr . Thr if t , the one who be lieves P aul' s statem ent, " Bu r ied with him in bapt ism ,"
r ejo ices to see peni t ent be lievers obey God according to
t he statement of the apos tl e.
Th e gent lem an th en asks t he question: " Which comes
fir st, deat h or bu r ial ? " An d h e answ er s h is own ques'- tion by sayin g : "D ea th, of course ." Ye s, death comes
before t h e bu r ial-t h at is, deat h t o the love and pr act ice
of sin; and whil e one is th u s dea d to sin he shou ld be
bur ied in bapti sm an d " ar ise to wa lk in n ewn ess of life. "
It will be not ed fr om th is sta t emen t of the apo stle that
th e new life beg in s at t h e bur ial. Bu t Mr . Thri f t thinks
t h at could not re.present the burial, becau se th e Lord's
Supper, of whi ch one is to partake after bapti sm, could
not represent the dea th of Christ. In oth er words, Paul,
Mr. Th rift 's oppon ent, is wrong in saying that bapt ism
is a bur ial, if the Lord's Supper repre sents the death of
Chri st . I do not know how ot h ers feel ab out it , but 1
a m 11
t ill inclined to st ay with t h e apostle, Mr . Thrift to
the contrary notwith standing.
Hear him further a s he
argues wit,h th e apo stl e : " On t h is t h eory a disciple may
hav e th e death of Chr ist pictured to h im thousand s of
tim es in the Lord's Supp er, but hi s.bur ial and resurrection
onl y once in bap tism." I do not know what Paul would
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say in answer to that were he living, but my idea is that
since we have the picture but once and the command to be
baptized but once, we had better make sure of it and
obey it. Mr. Thrift makes the following thrust at the
apostle's statement, "buried in baptism:"
" Such a system is not symmetrical, but very lopsided, and is therefore
suspicious."
That is hard on Paul's system; but I had
rather be in Paul's place than in the place of the man who
said it.
After two or three pages of argumentation
with the
apostle, the gentleman finally lets the apostle out in these
words: "The truth is, that in the sixth ch a pter of Romans
St. Paul is not talking about water baptism."
Ah! I see.
The whole controversy grew out of a misunderstanding!
He is confident that Paul was talking about the Spirit,
for he said in another place: " By one Spirit are we all
baptized into one body." That passage does not mean
Holy Spirit baptism; but if it does and it is by one Spirit
in stead of in one Spirit that they were all baptized into
one body, it was by the Spirit as an agent in directing
the baptism.
The Holy Spirit never did baptize any one
as an agent in acting. God baptized with or in the Spirit,
but the Spirit did not do the baptizing, only as he commanded the apo stles to baptize. Bu .t as evidence that the
gentleman is wrong, I submit the passage itself.
Accor ding to Paul's statement
in the sixth chapter of
Romans, they died and were buried and raised up to walk
in newness of life. If this was Holy Spirit baptism, they
were buried in the Spirit and raised up out of him and
walked. If thi s be true, they left the Spirit when they
aro se from the bu r ial. This is exactly what is done in
water bapti sm. One is buried in the water, raised up out
of it, and walks or lives the new life. If the gentleman
had no theory to support, I believe he would be able to
see this.
The great commission that contains the authority to baptize was to last to the end of the world, and
the bapti sm of that commission was water baptism, becau se it was performed by the apostles, and it was in the
name of the Father, the Son, and Holy Spirit.
The
a postles did not baptize with the Holy Spirit; only the
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Father did this.
It is therefore certain • that the one
baptism of which the apostle speaks is water baptism.
Mr. Thrift argues still further with the apo stle over
what he said about " one Lord, one faith, one-baptism," in
these words: " But the immersionist is still unsatisfied.
He says : ' Why do you have more than one, when the
Bible says there is ' one Lord, one faith, one baptism? '
(Eph. 4: 5.)" Sure enough, and why do you? I think I
can tell you why you do. In Paul's day there was but
one baptism, and it wa s an act which people did. The
act consisted, according to Paul, in a burial.
The Roman
Catholics, on the authority of the Pope, changed that act
to sprinkling or pouring.
No Gatholic in that day believed that the Bibte taught sprinkling and pouring for
baptism; but the Pope of Rome, being infallible, had the
right to change it. Pedobaptists inherited it, so to speak,
from the Roman Catholics and are now trying to pro ve it
by the Bible. The leaders really believe the i"e is nothing
in baptism, anyway; and if they can keep their member s
who have some conscience on the subject sati sfied by
making a show of an argument from the Bible, it is perfectly all right to do so. I think, though, that it is possible that Mr. Thrift, with his turn of mind, has been convinced that the Bible in some way teaches sprinkling and
pouring for baptism; but I doubt whether he is entirely
satisfied with his effort in arguing again st the apo stle as
h~ does on this pa ssage and the sixth chapter of ~omans.

THE

MEANING

OF "BAPTIZO."

Under the above caption Mr. Thrift say s : " But in
classical Greek does not' 'baptize ' mean ' imm erse ' always? No, it means to wet, moisten, bedew; to rain, to
spill (gases)."
Any man who will endeavor to make hi s
readers believe that the above is the primary meaning of
the word "baptize"
is either lacking in candor or information. The word means to wet, to moisten, sometimes,
only because a thing that is immersed or submerged in
water is wet or moistened.
The gentleman pretends to quote Sophocles, and this is
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th e wa y he quo tes him : " ' To dip, to immers e, to sink, to
ba the ' (bathing wa s by affusion rather than by immersion), 'to ba ptiz e.'" It will be not ed that the parenthetic
clau se, " bathing wa s by affusion rather than by immersion, " wa s thrown in my Mr. Thrift in the midst of the
quotati on. A ma n that would treat a definition that way
is not tryin g t o learn th e meaning of the word, but he is
t r ying to cover up that meaning . If this is Methodism, I
mu st sa y it differs from Chri stianity at this point.
Mr . Thrift quot es from the g reat Thayer, who has given
t o th e world the greatest New Testament lexicon extant,
a nd di sposes of him in the following words: " ' To dip,
to immerg e, to submerge, to cleanse, to wash, to bathe;
in th e New Testam ent, an immer sion in water, perform ed as a sign of the removal of sin.' (Thayer. ) This
las t sta t ement is diam etr ically opp osed to the Script ur es. Th e I sra elit es were baptized when cro ss ing the Red
Sea by pou r ing . (See pa ge 7.) Th e baptism of the Holy
Ghost was cert a inly not imme rs ion in wat er . We must
give up Th a yer or th e Bible. I give up Thayer."
Cert ai nly you give up Thayer, and you give up every other
lexi con, an d you give up the Bibl e al so. All this you give
up simply to fo \low a fter the lead of the Pope of Rome,
who chan ged the act of bapti sm on the claim that he wa s
infa llible .
I will give th e definiti on of some of the best lex icons :
Ba gs ter : " ' Baptiz o,' to dip, immerse; to cleans e or pur ify by was hing ; to administer the rite of baptism; to bapti ze.''
Ba ss: " ' Baptizo, ' to dip, immerse, or plunge i n water.' '
Gr een : " ' Baptizo, ' to dip, immerse; to cleanse or pur ify by wa shing; to a dmin ister the rite of baptism; to bap t ize.''
,
Groves : " ' Bapti zo,' to dip, immers e, immerge, plunge;
to was h, clean se, puri f y; to baptize."
Lidd ell a nd Scott: " ' Baptizo ,' to dip in or und er wat er;
of shi ps, to sink or disable th ern.''
·
Park hu rs t: " ' Baptizo, ' from ' bapto ,' to dip; to dip,
imrnerse, or plun ge in water."
Pi ckerin g : " ' Bapt izo,' to dip , immer se, submerge ,
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plunge, sink, overwhelm; to steep, to soak, to wet; mid;,
to wash one's self, or bathe."
Robinson: " ' Baptizo,' to immerse, to sink . ( 1) To
wash, to cleanse -by washing."
Sophocles: "' Baptizo,' to dip, to immerse; to sink."
It will be noted that Mr. Thrift, in order to break the
force of the definition, added by way of parenthesis that
" bathing was by affusion rather than by immersion."
I
hope the gentleman does not practice what he preaches
when he takes his daily or weekly bath. From the above
quotations from the lexicons, the gentleman will have to
give up, not only Thayer, but every standard lexicon in the
world.
On the definition of "baptizo," Mr. Thrift will also have
to give up the best church historians that the world has.
Mosheim says: "The sacrament of baptism was administered in this century, without the public assemblies, in
places appointed and prepared for that purpose, and was
performed by an immersion of the whole body in the baptismal font."
(" Ecclesiastical History," Century I., Part
II., Chapter IV., page 28.)
Neander: "In respect to the form of baptism, it was in
conformity with the original institution and the original
import of the symbol; performed by imm .ersion, as a sign
of the entire bapti sm in the Holy Spirit, of being entirely
penetrated by the same ." (" Church History," Volume I.,
page 422.)
Stanley: " Baptism was not only a bath, but a plungean entire submersion in the deep water, a leap as into the
rolling sea or the rushing river, when for the moment the
waves close over the bather's head, and he emerges again
as from a momentary grave; or it was the shock of a
shower bath-the
rush of water passed over the whole
person from capacious vespels, so as to wrap the recipient
as -within the veil of a splashing cataract."
(" Baptism,"
in the Nineteenth Century, October, 1879, page 689.)
Wall: "Their general and ordinary way was to baptize
by immersion, or dipping the person, whether - it were an
infant or grown man or woman, into the water.
This is
so plain and clear by · an infinite number of passages, that,
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as one cannot but pity t he weak endeavors of such pedobaptists as would maintain the negative of it, so also we
ought to disown and show a dislike of the profane scoffs
which some people give to the English antipedobaptists
merely for their use of dipping ." (" History of Infant
Baptism," Volume I., page 570.)
Mr. Thrift will have to give up the church historians
along with Tha yer. Luther will h ave to go also, as he
said: " The term ' baptism ' is a Greek word; it may be
re ndered into Latin by mersio: when we immerse anything
in . water, that it may be entirely covered with water .
And though that custom be quite abolished among the
genera lity (for neither do they entirely dip children, but
only spr inkl e them with a littl e water), nevertheless they
ought to be wholly immersed, and immediately to be drawn
out again, for the etymology of the word seems to require
it." (" Opera," Tom . I., page 72.)
Is Mr . Thrift prep are d to give up all this authority on
the meaning of th e word along wi th Th ayer and the Bible?
I am sure that the original word means to dip or immerse,
but it has been changed for convenience by th ose who, like
Mr. Thrift, attach no importance to th e command to be
baptized.
If the orig inal word means to sprinkle, as Mr.
Thrift argues in his pamphlet, why was it ever changed to
immersion?
Man is not inclined to change from an easy
way to a more difficult one, but he is inclined t o change
from a difficult way to an easy way . This is exactly what
was done, and now Mr. Thrift is trying to p rove that the
word originally meant t o sprink le. · Ther e is no reason,
no authority, and no Script ure for the gentleman's contention. It is based wholly on his desire that it should be so.
Let us all look the issue squarely in the face a nd accept
the facts that are plainly taught in the word of God and
that are supp-0rted by the scholarship of all ages.
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